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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to the amendment filed on 7/9/04, 



2, 



The objection to claim 27 is withdrawn in view of applicant's amendment. 



3. 



The objection to claim 30 is withdrawn in view of applicant's amendment. 



4. The rejection under 35 U.S. C. 101 to claims 28-30 is withdrawn in view of applicant's 
amendment. 

5. Claims 26-27 have been cancelled. 

6. Claims 8, 21-25 and 28-30 have been amended. 

7. Claims 1-25 and 28-30 are pending. 

8. The objection to claim 22 is pending. 

9. Claims 21-24 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

10. Claims 1-4, 8-10, 14^17, 21-25 and 28-30 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by "Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 
(hereinafter IB). 

1 1 . Claims 5, 1 1 and 18 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over "Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter IB) in view 
of Tsukamoto (U.S. 5,857,073). 

12. Claims 6, 12 and 19 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over "Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter IB) in view 
of Sampath (U.S. 6,266,774). 
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13. Claims 7, 13 and 20 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over "Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter EB) in view 
of Gottsman (U.S. 6,134,548). 

Response to Amendment 
Claim Objections 

14. Claim 22 is objected to because of the following informalities: "cal" on line 10 of the 
claim should be "call". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

15. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

16. Claims 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to non-statutory subject matter. 

As per claim 21, the claim must not be directed merely to an abstract idea, but must 
instead be tied to a technological art, environment, or machine which would result in a practical 
application producing a concrete, useful and tangible result. Abstract ideas, Warmerdam, 33 
F.3d at 1360, 31 USPQ2d at 1759, or the mere manipulation of abstract ideas, Schrader, 22 F.3d 
at 292-93, 30 USPQ2d at 1457-58, are not patentable. See MPEP § 2106(IV)(B)(l)(a). 

It is suggested that claim 21 be amended to include an additional step, where the 
indication whether or not the third party legacy data list is available is used. 
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As per claims 22-24, these claims are rejected for dependency on the above rejected non- 
statutory claim 21. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

17. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed xinder the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

18. Claims 1-4, 8-10, 14-17, 21-25 and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by "Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter 
IB). 

Per Claim 1: 

The IB publication discloses: 

- a method of providing an access to one or more third party legacy data list to a user of an 
application program of a computer system ("Web390 for OS/390 and MVS . . . Access Legacy 
Data and 3270 Applications From the Web" in Title and pg. 1, par. 1, lines 1-14) 

- querying an operating system, by said application program upon start of said application 
program, whether one or more plug-in module is registered in a registry of an operating 
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system, said one or more plug-in modules being capable of interfacing with corresponding 
respective ones of said one or more third party legacy data list; receiving, from said one or 
more plug-in modules found in said registry, identifications of one or more third party 
legacy data list corresponding to said found one or more plug-in modules; and providing a 
list of said identifications to said user through a user interface of said application program 
("Users can choose one of several presentation options at runtime. Those famihar with 3270 
terminals but new to the Web can select 3270 Emulation Mode, which employs a Netscape 
Navigator plug-in to deliver the familiar 3270 green screens to the browser windows. Those 
familiar with the Web can select HTML Translation Mode, which automatically converts 3270 
datastreams into HTML forms, allowing users to interact using familiar radio buttons and 
scrolling data entry windows." on pg. 1, par. 5, lines 1-6 and par. 6, lines 1-6; inherently teaches 
querying an operating system, by said application program upon start of said application 
program, whether one or more plug- in module is registered in a registry of an operating system. 
Datastreams is interpreted as data list.). 

Per Claim 2: 

The IB pubUcation discloses: 

- adding to said computer system one or more additional plug-in module capable of 
interfacing with one or more additional third party legacy data list; and registering said 
one or more additional plug-in modules in said registry of said operating system, said 
appUcation program being configured to fmd said one or more additional plug-in modules 
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when said application program is started after said addition of said one or more additional 
plug-in modules (on pg. 2, par, 1, lines 1-6). 

Per Claim 3: 

The IB publication discloses: 

- allowing said user to select a selected one of said one or more third party legacy data list 
from said list of identifications; and allowing said user to edit at least one datum of said 
selected one of said one or more third party legacy data list through an edit user interface 
of said selected one of said one or more third party legacy data list, said application 
program communicating with said selected one of said one or more third party data list 
through corresponding one of said one or more plug-in module (on pg. 2, par. 2, lines 1-9). 

Per Claim 4: 

The IB publication discloses: 

- allowing said user to select a selected one of said one or more third party legacy data list 
from said list of identifications; and allowing said user to access at least one datum of said 
selected one of said one or more third party legacy data list through said user interface of 
said application program, said application program communicating with said selected to 
said one of said one or more third party legacy data Ust through corresponding one of said 
one or more plug-in module (on pg. 2, par. 2, lines 1-9). 
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Per Claim 8 (Amended'): 

This is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, claim 1, wherein all 
claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. 
Thus, accordingly, this claim is also anticipated by IB. 

Per Claim 9: 

This is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, claim 2, wherein all 
claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above, 
including "an installer software" (on pg. 3, par. 3, lines 7-8). Thus, accordingly, this claim is 
also anticipated by IB. 

Per Claim 10: 

The IB publication discloses: 

- said user interface is configured to allow said user to select a selected one of said one or 
more third party legacy data list (on pg. 3, par. 1, lines 1-7). 

Per Claims 14-17: 

These are computer readable storage medium versions of the claimed method discussed 
above (claims 1-4, respectively), wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or 
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covered in cited areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by 
IB. 

Per Claim 21 (Amended): 

The IB pubhcation discloses: 

- a method of providing an application program with access to a third party legacy data list 
not supported by the application program ("Web390 for OS/390 and MVS ... Access Legacy 
Data and 3270 Applications From the Web" in Title and pg. 1, par. 1, lines 1-14) 

- supplying a plug-in module capable of providing an interface between the application 
program and the third party legacy data list; the application program sending a request 
function call to the plug-in module; the plug-in module, in response to the request function 
call, returning an identification of the third party legacy data list; the application program 
sending an availability function call to the plug-in module; and the plug-in module, in 
response to the availability function call, indicating whether or not the third party legacy 
data list is available ("Users can choose one of several presentation options at runtime. Those 
familiar with 3270 terminals but new to the Web can select 3270 Emulation Mode, which 
employs a Netscape Navigator plug-in to deliver the familiar 3270 green screens to the browser 
windows. Those familiar with the Web can select HTML Translation Mode, which 
automatically converts 3270 datastreams into HTML forms, allowing users to interact using 
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familiar radio buttons and scrolling data entry windows." on pg. 1, par. 5, lines 1-6 and par. 6, 
lines 1-6; andpg, 3, par, 1, lines 1-7). 

Per Claim 22 (Amended): 

The IB publication discloses: 

- wherein: supplying, comprises supplying a plurality of plug-in modules each capable of 
providing an interface between the application program and a corresponding third party 
legacy data list; sending a request function call comprises the application program sending 
a request function call to each of the plug-in modules; returning an identification comprises 
each plug-in module, in response to the request function call, returning an identification of 
its corresponding third party legacy data list; sending an availability function caU 
comprises the application program sending an availability function call to each of the plug- 
in modules; and indicating comprises each the plug-in module, in response to the 
availabiUty function call, indicating whether or not its corresponding third party legacy 
data Ust is available (on pg. 1, par. 5, lines 1-6 and par. 6, lines 1-6; and pg. 3, par. 1, lines 1-7). 



Per Claim 23 (Amended): 



The IB publication discloses: 
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- further comprising the application program displaying, if the third party legacy data list 
is available, at least an identification of the third party legacy data list in a user interface 

(on pg. 2, par. 2, lines 1-9; and pg. 3, par. 1, lines 1-7). 

Per Claim 24 (Amended): 

The IB publication discloses: 

- further comprising the application interacting with the plug-in module to allowing a user 
to select, access, and modify the third party legacy data list (on pg. 2, par. 2, lines 1-9; and 
pg. 3, par. 1, lines 1-7). 

Per Claim 25 (Amended); 

This is a computer readable medium version of the claimed method discussed above, 
claim 21, v^herein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as 
set forth above. Thus, accordingly, this claim is also anticipated by IB. 

Per Claims 28-30 (Amended): 

These are plug- in module versions of the claimed method discussed above (claims 21-22 
and 24, respectively), wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in 
cited areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, these claims are also anticipated by IB. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

19. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

20. Claims 5, 1 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter IB) in view of 
Tsukamoto (U.S. 5,857,073), 

Per Claim 5: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further, IB does not expUcitly teach that the 
application program comprises a facsimile software or the one or more third party legacy data 
list comprise one or more list of names and telephone numbers stored in a format that is not 
otherwise compatible with the apphcation program using a legacy facsimile software. 
Tsukamoto teaches that the apphcation program comprises a facsimile software (column 4, lines 
10-18) and the one or more third party legacy data list comprise one or more list of names and 
telephone numbers stored in a format that is not otherwise compatible with the application 
program using a legacy facsimile software (column 5, lines 16-65; column 11, lines 14-16; and 
Fig. 5). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time of 
the invention was made to modify the method disclosed by IB to include that the apphcation 
program comprises a facsimile software and the one or more third party legacy data list comprise 
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one or more list of names and telephone numbers stored in a format that is not otherwise 
compatible with the application program using a legacy facsimile software using the teaching of 
Tsukamoto. The modification would be obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
be motivated to update software components comprising contact information. 

Per Claim 11: 

This is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, claim 5, wherein all 
claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. 
Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 

Per Claim 18: 

This is a computer readable storage medium version of the claimed method discussed 
above, claim 5, wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited 
areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 

21. Claims 6, 12 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter IB) in view of 
Sampath (U.S. 6,266,774). 

Per Claim 6: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and fiirther, IB does not exphcitly teach that the 
application program comprises an e-mail software or the one or more third party legacy data list 
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comprise one or more list of names and e-mail addresses stored in a format that is not otherwise 
compatible with the application program using a legacy e-mail software. Sampath teaches that 
the application program comprises an e-mail software (column 4, lines 33-43) and the one or 
more third party legacy data Hst comprise one or more list of names and e-mail addresses stored 
in a format that is not otherwise compatible with the application program using a legacy e-mail 
software (column 6, lines 15-18). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time of 
the invention was made to modify the method disclosed by IB to include that the application 
program comprises an e-mail software and the one or more third party legacy data list comprise 
one or more list of names and e-mail addresses stored in a format that is not otherwise 
compatible with the application program using a legacy e-mail software using the teaching of 
Sampath. The modification would be obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to update software components comprising contact information. 

Per Claim 12: 

This is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, claim 6, wherein all 
claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. 
Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 



Per Claim 19: 
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This is a computer readable storage medium version of the claimed method discussed 
above, claim 6, wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited 
areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 

22. Claims 7, 13 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Web390 for OS/390 and MVS", Information Builders, Inc., 1999 (hereinafter IB) in view of 
Gottsman(U.S. 6,134,548). 

Per Claim 7: 

The rejection of claim 4 is incorporated, and further, IB does not explicitly teach that the 
application program comprises a personal organizer software or the one or more third party 
legacy data list comprise one or more contact information and appointment information stored in 
a format that is not otherwise compatible with the application program using a legacy personal 
organizer software. Gottsman teaches that the application program comprises a personal 
organizer software and the one or more third party legacy data list comprise one or more contact 
information and appointment information stored in a format that is not otherwise compatible 
with the application program using a legacy personal organizer software (column 37, lines 5-12). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the computer art at the time of 
the invention was made to modify the method disclosed by IB to include that the application 
program comprises a personal organizer software and the one or more third party legacy data list 
comprise one or more contact information and appointment information stored in a format that is 
not otherwise compatible with the application program using a legacy personal organizer 
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software using the teaching of Gottsman, The modification would be obvious because one of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to update software components comprising contact 
information. 

Per Claim 13; 

This is a system version of the claimed method discussed above, claim 7, wherein all 
claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited areas as set forth above. 
Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 

Per Claim 20: 

This is a computer readable storage medium version of the claimed method discussed 
above, claim 7, wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed and/or covered in cited 
areas as set forth above. Thus, accordingly, this claim is also obvious. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments filed on 7/9/04 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

a) Rejecting Claim 1 , the Examiner cited . , . 

Nothing in the cited sections teaches querying an operating system registry for a plug-in 
capable of interfacing with a third party legacy data list as required by the first limitation. IB 
describes a web browser (Netscape) plug-in that is capable if interfacing with the IB web server. 
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That web server plug-in is not capable of interfacing with a third party legacy data list as 
required by the first limitation above. Moreover nothing in the cited sections teaches or suggests 
receiving from a plug-in an identification of one or more third party legacy data lists let alone 
providing the such a list though a user interface of an application program as required by the 
second and third limitations above. 

For these reasons. Claim 1 is felt to distinguish over IB. Claims 2-4 each depend from 
Claim 1 and include all of the limitations of that base claim. As such, Claims 2-4 are felt lo 
distinguish over IB. 

Examiner 's response: 

a) Examiner strongly disagrees with apphcant's assertion that IB fails to disclose the 
claimed limitations recited in claim 1 . IB shows each and every limitation in claim 1 . As 
previously pointed out in the last Office Action (Mailed on 12/31/03) and currently maintained 
by the Examiner, IB teaches querying an operating system, by said application program upon 
start of said application program, whether one or more plug-in module is registered in a registry 
of an operating system, said one or more plug-in modules being capable of interfacing with 
corresponding respective ones of said one or more third party legacy data list; receiving, from 
said one or more plug-in modules found in said registry, identifications of one or more third 
party legacy data list corresponding to said found one or more plug-in modules; and providing a 
list of said identifications to said user through a user interface of said application program (on 
pg. 1, par. 5, lines 1-6 and par. 6, lines 1-6; inherently teaches querying an operating system, by 
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said application program upon start of said application program, whether one or more plug-in 
module is registered in a registry of an operating system. Datastreams is interpreted as data list.) 
In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 18 for rejection to claims 1-4. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

b) The Examiner asserts that, for the same reasons Claim 1 is anticipated by IB, so is Claim 
8. It is presumed then that the Examiner bases the rejection of Claim 8 on IB, page 1, paragraphs 
1, 5, and 6. As pointed out above, nothing in these cited sections teaches a plug-in capable of 
interfacing with a third party legacy data list as required by the first limitation of Claim 8. 
Moreover, nothing in the cited sections teaches an application program capable of querying plug- 
in modules to identify third party legacy data lists let alone providing such a list through a user 
interface. 

For these reasons, Claim 8 is felt to distinguish over IB, Claims 9 and 10 each depend 
from Claim 8 and include all of the Hmitations of that base claim. As such. Claims 9 and 10 are 
felt to distinguish over IB. 

Examiner 's response: 

b) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that IB fails to disclose the 
claimed limitations recited in claim 8. IB shows each and every limitation in claim 8, The 
Examiner has already addressed the appUcant's arguments in the Examiner's Response (a) 
above. In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 18 for rejection to claims 8-10. 
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In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

c) The Examiner asserts that, for the same reasons Claim 1 is anticipated by IB, so is Claim 
14. It is presumed then that the Examiner bases the rejection of Claim 14 on IB, page 1, 
paragraphs 1, 5, and 6. As pointed out above, nothing in these cited sections teaches a plug-in 
capable of interfacing with a third party legacy data list as required by the first limitation of 
Claim 8. Moreover, nothing in the cited sections teaches receiving fi-om plug-in modules 
identifications of third party legacy data lists let alone providing such a list through a user 
interface. 

For these reasons, Claim 14 is felt to distinguish over IB. Claims 15-17 each depend fi*om 
Claim 14 and include all of the limitations of that base claim. As such. Claims 15-17 are felt to 
distinguish over IB. 

Examiner 's response: 

c) Examiner strongly disagrees with apphcant's assertion that IB fails to disclose the 
claimed limitations recited in claim 14. IB shows each and every limitation in claim 14. The 
Examiner has already addressed the apphcant's arguments in the Examiner's Response (a) 
above. In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 18 for rejection to claims 14-17. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

d) IB does not teach supplying a plug-in capable of interfacing with a third party legacy data 
list as required by the first limitation. IB describes a web browser (Netscape) plug-in that is 
capable if interfacing with the IB web server. That web server plug-in is not capable of 
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interfacing with a third party legacy data list as required by the first limitation above. Moreover 
IB does not teach or suggests making identification and availability function call let alone 
responding the such function calls as required by the remaining limitations of Claim 21 . 

For these reasons, Claim 21 is felt to distinguish over IB. Claims 22-24 each depend from 
Claim 21 and include all of the limitations of that base claim. As such, Claims 22-24 are felt lo 
distinguish over IB. 

CLAIM 25: This fifth group is directed to a computer readable medium having a program 
or programs for carrying out a number of the method steps of Claim 2. For the reasons Claim 21 
distinguishes over IB so does Claims 25. 

Examiner 's response: 

d) Examiner strongly disagrees with appUcant's assertion that IB fails to disclose the 
claimed limitations recited in claim 21. IB clearly shows each and every limitation in claim 21 . 
IB teaches supplying a plug-in module capable of providing an interface between the application 
program and the third party legacy data list; the appUcation program sending a request function 
call to the plug-in module; the plug-in module, in response to the request function call, returning 
an identification of the third party legacy data hst; the appUcation program sending an 
availability function call to the plug-in module; and the plug-in module, in response to the 
availability function call, indicating whether or not the third party legacy data list is available (on 
pg. 1, par. 5, lines 1-6 and par. 6, lines 1-6; mdpg. 3, par, /, lines l-7l\ emphasis added). 
In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 1 8 for rejection to claims 21-25. 
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In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

e) IB does not describe a plug- in having the capabilities required by Claim 28. IB describes 
a web browser (Netscape) plug-in that is capable if interfacing with the IB web server. That web 
server plug-in is not capable of interfacing with a third party legacy data list as required by 
Claim 28. Moreover IB does not leach or suggests a program that is capable of making or 
responding to request, availability, or data function calls as required by Claim 28. 

For these reasons, Claim 28 is felt to distinguish over IB. Claims 29-30 each depend from 
Claim 28 and include all of the limitations of that base claim. As such. Claims 29-30 are felt to 
distinguish over IB. 

Examiner 's response: 

e) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that IB fails to disclose the 
claimed limitations recited in claim 28. IB shows each and every limitation in claim 28. The 
Examiner has already addressed the applicant's arguments in the Examiner's Responses (a) and 
(d) above. In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 18 for rejection to claims 28-30. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

f) While it is not clear, it is assumed that the Examiner is equating nondescript software 
running on a facsimile server with the facsimile software of Claim 5. It is also assumed that the 
Examiner is equating the general data with the list of names and telephone numbers making up a 
legacy data hst of Claim 5. Claim 5 has been amended to clearly indicate that the legacy 
facsimile software used to store the names and telephone numbers of a legacy data list) is 
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different from the facsimile software that is the application program. The nondescript software 
running on Tsukamoto's facsimile server is more akin to the legacy facsimile software of Claim 
5. 

Neither IB or Tsukamoto, alone or in combination, teach an application program that is a 
facsimile software and a legacy data Hst that is a Ust of names and telephone numbers stored by a 
legacy facsimile software that is different than the facsimile software that is the application 
program. For this reason, Claims 5, 1 1, and 18 are felt to distinguish over the cited art. 

Examiner 's response: 

f) Examiner strongly disagrees with apphcant's assertion that the combination of IB and 
Tsukamoto fails to disclose the claimed limitations recited in claims 5, 1 1 and 18. The 
combination of IB and Tsukamoto clearly shows each and every limitation in claims 5, 1 1 and 
18. Applicant failed to distinguish in the claims 5, 1 1 and 18 between the facsimile software as 
taught by Tsukamoto and the instant invention. Therefore, as broadly interpreted, Tsukamoto 
teaches the facsimile software and data list. In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 20 
for rejection to claims 5, 1 1 and 18. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

g) With reference to the second hmitation, the Examiner cites Sampath, col. 6. hnes 15-18. 
This section describes a billing database (connected to the server computer) that can contain an 
e-mail address. While not clear, it is presumed that the invoicing software on the server computer 
is responsible for storing the e-mail address in the billing database. 
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Neither IB or Sampath, alone or in combination, teach an application program that is an 
e-mail software and a legacy data list that is a list of e-mail addresses stored by a legacy 
facsimile software that is different than the facsimile software that is the application program. 
For this reason. Claims 6, 12, and 19 are felt to distinguish over the cited art. 

Examiner 's response: 

g) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that the combination of IB and 
Sampath fails to disclose the claimed limitations recited in claims 6, 12 and 19. The combination 
of IB and Sampath clearly shows each and every limitation in claims 6, 12 and 19. AppHcant 
failed to distinguish in the claims 6, 12 and 19 between the email software as taught by Sampath 
and the instant invention. Therefore, as broadly interpreted, Sampath teaches the email software 
and data list. In addition, see the rejection above in paragraph 21 for rejection to claims 6, 12 
and 19. 

In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

h) Neither IB or Gottsman, alone or in combination, teach an application program that is a 
personal organizer software and a legacy data list that is contact information and appointment 
information stored using a legacy personal organizer software that is different than the facsimile 
software that is the application program. For this reason, Claims 7, 13, and 20 are felt to 
distinguish over the cited art. 



Examiner 's response: 
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h) Examiner strongly disagrees with applicant's assertion that the combination of IB and 
Gottsman fails to disclose the claimed limitations recited in claims 7, 13, and 20. The 
combination of IB and Gottsman clearly shows each and every limitation in claims 7, 13, and 20. 
Applicant failed to distinguish in the claims 7, 13, and 20 between the personal organizer 
software as taught by Gottsman and the instant invention. Therefore, as broadly interpreted, 
Gottsman teaches the personal organizer software and data list. In addition, see the rejection 
above in paragraph 22 for rejection to claims 7, 13, and 20. 

Conclusion 

24. In the claims, fiirther clarification is needed regarding the plug-ins. That is, whether 
there is a one-to-one, one-to-many or many-to-one correspondence between the plug- ins and the 
third party data lists. 

Furthermore, in the claims, fiirther clarification is needed regarding the application 
program and the plug-ins. That is, whether there is a set of plug-ins for the application program 
itself or the plug-ins are available for any application program running on the computer system. 

In addition, in the claims, fiirther clarification is needed regarding querying an operating 
system. That is, querying the operating system, by looking for the plug-ins or the third party data 
list; how the plug-ins are identified as corresponding to the third party data lists. 

25. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi*om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated fi'om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the date of this 
final action. 

26. Any inquiry concerning this communication from the examiner should be directed to 
Qamrun Nahar whose telephone number is (571) 272-3730. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Mondays through Thursdays from 8:30 AM to 6:00 PM. The examiner can also be 
reached on alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki, can be reached on (571) 272-3719. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or processing is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubhshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

QN 

November 2, 2004 
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